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should recognize it simply for what it 
is. 

Now, the oil industry is big business 
in the United States. It provides jobs. 
It provides our Nation with energy se-
curity, as well. 

We should not kid ourselves. The bat-
tle here is in many aspects between the 
very rich national environmental lob-
byists and some of our poor Alaska Na-
tive people who want alternative life-
styles. They want to have running 
water. They want to have sewage dis-
posal rather than honey buckets. They 
want to have jobs. They want to relieve 
themselves of the dependence on wel-
fare. They are being deprived of these 
opportunities by the suggestion that 
we cannot open up this area safely. 

Sometimes we see a double standard, 
a standard that suggests that this 
idealistic election of not allowing re-
sponsible development—there is no 
consideration of the human element, 
there is no consideration of the people 
that live in the area of what they feel 
they should have is a right to a job, a 
right to a good education, a right to 
have a future for their children, other 
than welfare. 

As a consequence, Mr. President, 
there is one overwhelming fact in this 
debate. All Americans stand to benefit 
from ANWR exploration. Those bene-
fits are: Jobs, as I have already out-
lined; security, by eliminating the ne-
cessity of our increased dependence on 
imported oil, which is already 51 per-
cent. We can do it without any signifi-
cant harm to the environment, using 
our technology, our engineering skills, 
our can-do capability. And one other 
item that this body spends a lot of 
time and effort on, and that is the con-
cern over the deficit, balance of pay-
ments. In other words, the fact we are 
buying more overseas than people are 
buying from us. 

What is that deficit made up of? 
Nearly $56 billion, half of it, is the 
price of imported oil. The other half is 
our trade imbalance with Japan. So, 
here we have, in this particular issue, 
responsibly opening up this area in our 
State with a very small footprint, uti-
lizing our technological capability, an 
opportunity to address some concerns 
that we all have—jobs, national secu-
rity, the ability to develop this in har-
mony with the environment, and an op-
portunity to balance the budget. 

I was also considering the merits of 
two articles that appeared in the Wall 
Street Journal and New York Times on 
October 27. They both concern them-
selves with the increase in the price of 
oil, to show you how fragile the world 
of oil is relative to any crisis that ex-
ists throughout the world. We have 
seen crises in the Mideast in the last 
few days, but we are also seeing one in 
Russia. ‘‘Concerns About Yeltsin’s 
Health Help To Push Oil Prices High-
er.’’ ‘‘Prices of Oil Futures Jump on 
Report of Yeltsin Having Health Prob-
lems.’’ Clearly, the former Soviet 
Union has a tremendous capability to 
produce oil. On the other hand, their 

infrastructure is such it is not a very 
attractive market. 

Finally, let me just comment on one 
point relative to the people of the area, 
because the people of the area are so 
often left out of any equation that af-
fects the environment or the ecology. 

The people of Kaktovik, the people of 
Point Barrow, the Eskimo people, 
these are people working their way out 
of Federal dependency. Because of our 
success, we are now opposed, seemingly 
at every turn, by, among others, a Sec-
retary for Indian Affairs, Ada Deer. 
She now has gone on record as oppos-
ing successful Native corporations and 
organizations that are developing the 
resources in our State. She wants us to 
go back, and our people to go back, and 
be dependent on the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs. But, as we have seen, depend-
ency brings despondence, it brings a de-
pendence, it kills self-initiative, it 
breeds a welfare society. Alaska’s Na-
tive and Eskimo people want to follow 
the American way, the way of inde-
pendence, the way of self-help, indi-
vidual responsibility, family values, a 
sense of community. Yet we are seeing 
spokespersons, including the Secretary 
of the Interior and Ada Deer, Assistant 
Secretary for Indian Affairs, actively 
opposing this development in the area 
where these people live. 

This is a tragic day, in a sense, for 
the nearly 8,000 Eskimo people, because 
this is the first time any Secretary of 
the Interior has rejected his trust re-
sponsibility to pursue the naked polit-
ical objectives of those opposed to the 
interests of Native Americans. It seems 
like the Secretary is almost penalizing 
hard work and success. On one hand 
they champion dependency, welfare 
and allegiance to an incompetent Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs. Then, on the 
other, they put commercial fundraising 
interests of environmental organiza-
tion over those of the Eskimo people 
who need help, who need this oppor-
tunity. 

So, we see an administration, now, 
that opposes opening the coastal plain. 
Yet they are actively selling OCS oil 
and gas leases in the Arctic Ocean ad-
jacent to the coastal plain. They say 
that is OK, that is all right. Secretary 
Babbitt and the others have their pri-
orities backwards. Oil development on 
the land is safe. Oil development in the 
isolated wind-driven reaches of the 
ocean is risky; it can be hazardous. 

Mr. President, I see my time is up. I 
thank the Chair. I appreciate the indul-
gence of my colleagues. Tomorrow, or 
the first opportunity I can get time in 
morning business, I intend to comment 
at some length on the issue of 
environmentalism as big business in 
the United States, what it consists of, 
who it involves, what salaries are being 
paid, and a list of the assets of the var-
ious organizations so the public can 
understand the other side of the issue. 
On one side we have big business and 
oil. On the other side we have big busi-
ness and the environmental commu-
nity. 

I thank the Chair and wish the Chair 
a good day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

f 

YITZHAK RABIN 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
to extend my deepest personal sym-
pathies and condolences to Mrs. Rabin, 
Mr. Rabin’s children and grand-
children, to the people of Israel, and to 
the Jewish community of Missouri and 
the United States. 

Yitzhak Rabin was a warrior. As a 
young man, he left behind boyhood 
dreams and assumed the mantle of a 
soldier for a country that was still a 
dream to him and many others. He 
helped liberate 200 of his brothers in a 
heroic and legendary raid. He fought in 
the siege of Jerusalem and kept open 
the vital lines of supply. In 1967, it was 
General Rabin who was the architect of 
the determined fury of an Israeli Army 
that was victorious over three substan-
tial enemies in what would become 
known as the Six Day War. 

Nevertheless, his prowess as a war-
rior was exceeded only by his courage 
as a peacemaker. He was an Ambas-
sador to the United States. He made 
the first visit ever by an Israeli Prime 
Minister to West Germany. He tried to 
open peace negotiations with King Hus-
sein of Jordan in the late 1970’s. And, in 
a move that would ultimately cost him 
his life, he made peace with some of 
Israel’s most substantial enemies. 

He need not have been a peacemaker. 
He could have gone quietly into the an-
nals of history as a warrior, a Prime 
Minister, a father, and a grandfather. 
But Yitzhak Rabin was, from his ear-
liest days, a Zionist. His goal, both in 
war and in peace, was the preservation 
of a land that God had promised. In the 
end, he saw in peace and through diplo-
macy what military victory might 
never bring—security for his home, for 
his land, for his nation. 

Unfortunately, it was not a journey 
which he was able to see through to 
completion. In his life, Yitzhak Rabin 
defined courage—the courage to fight 
in war and the courage to fight for 
peace. His legacy will be judged finally 
not only by what he started, but also 
by what Israel and her neighbors will 
eventually accomplish and achieve. 

That is a task which they must pur-
sue and that they must complete. It is 
a task for which we will all be held ac-
countable. So, when the mourning is 
completed—and mourn we must and 
should—may we resolve to do what he 
started and may the resolve linger in 
all of us to complete that which he 
began. 

As a boy, Yitzhak Rabin wanted to 
learn how to make the fertile soil of 
his land produce crops more abun-
dantly. As a man and as a leader, 
Prime Minister Rabin plowed and 
harrowed the rocky ground of peace. It 
was both his hope and his vision that 
out of that ground would grow a tree 
bearing the unknown fruit of peace in a 
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land and for a people that had seen so 
little of it. 

In his finest hour, 2 years ago, at the 
White House, Prime Minister Rabin ac-
knowledged this aspiration, as he said: 

Let me say to you, the Palestinians, we are 
destined to live together on the same soil in 
the same land. . . . We have no desire for re-
venge. We harbor no hatred towards you. We, 
like you, are people—people who want to 
build a home. To plant a tree. To love—live 
side by side with you. In dignity. In empa-
thy. As human beings. As free men. 

It is all of our prayers that his dream 
will live on. 

Mr. President, I thank you. 
Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Min-
nesota. 

f 

PRESIDENT CLINTON AND THE 
FORGOTTEN MIDDLE CLASS 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, if you 
had been in New Hampshire on Thurs-
day, January 9, 1992, and had been near 
a television, you might have seen the 
premiere of a new political advertise-
ment—the first, early ad of the presi-
dential campaign for a candidate who 
was not yet a familiar face. 

The setting is an office. Piano music 
plays gently in the background, and 
the candidate speaks to the camera 
with an American flag as his backdrop. 

‘‘In the 80’s,’’ he begins, ‘‘the rich got 
richer, the middle class declined, pov-
erty exploded, politicians in Wash-
ington raised their pay and pointed fin-
gers, but no one took responsibility.’’ 

The candidate promises a tax cut for 
the middle class, even offers viewers a 
copy of his ‘‘Plan for America’s Fu-
ture’’ if they call the number on their 
television screen. 

‘‘I hope you’ll join us in this crusade 
for change,’’ he says earnestly. 

Together we can put government back on 
the side of the forgotten middle class and re-
store the American dream. 

I’m Bill Clinton, and I believe you deserve 
more than 30-second ads or vague promises. 

Mr. President, Bill Clinton evoked 
the image of the forgotten middle class 
throughout his campaign for the White 
House, tantalizing the voters—while 
separating himself from the rest of his 
Democratic opponents—by promising 
he would cut taxes for working-class 
Americans. 

‘‘I am not in this thing to pander,’’ 
he told Business Week in a June 1992 
interview. 

The way I came to the across-the-board, 
middle-class tax cut didn’t have a relation-
ship to the polls. . . . I came back to the 
middle-class tax cut as a down payment on 
fairness. 

As that ‘‘down payment on fairness’’ 
took shape, Bill Clinton reached out to 
the overtaxed middle class by focusing 
his tax cut plan on families, advocating 
ideas that seemed more in line with the 
Republican vision than the Democrat 
policies of the past. ‘‘It is very much 
harder to raise a child for a middle- 
class family today than it was 40 years 

ago,’’ said candidate Clinton. ‘‘Our 
country used to take the position that 
the way to build strong families was to 
enable the working people to have 
enough money to raise their families.’’ 

‘‘We’re still getting a dispropor-
tionate amount of taxes from the mid-
dle class,’’ he emphasized. 

During the Presidential campaign, 
candidate Clinton promised to reduce 
the taxes paid by families and shield 
them from future tax increases. 

‘‘Virtually every industrialized na-
tion recognizes the importance of 
strong families in its tax code; we 
should too,’’ he wrote in ‘‘Putting Peo-
ple First,’’ his campaign’s economic 
outline for the country. 

‘‘We will lower the tax burden on 
middle-class Americans.’’ 

Mr. Clinton’s plan began to take 
shape with a focus on tax relief for 
families with children. ‘‘The main por-
tion of the middle-class tax cut for me 
in its present form is the children’s tax 
credit,’’ he said back in 1992. 

He promised that he would cut taxes 
for average, middle-class families by 10 
percent, giving them a choice between 
a phased-in, $800 per-child tax credit or 
a ‘‘significant reduction in their in-
come tax rate.’’ 

Those election-year promises helped 
turn candidate Bill Clinton into Presi-
dent Bill Clinton when frustrated 
Americans went to the polls that No-
vember. 

But like so many promises made in 
the political heat of an election year, 
Mr. Clinton’s tax-cut intentions of 1992 
melted like summer snow in 1993. 

By then, Republicans in Congress 
were rallying around the $500 per-child 
tax credit I had authored as a Member 
of the House, making it the centerpiece 
of our budget alternatives in both the 
House and Senate. 

But the Democrats, led by the Presi-
dent, pushed through a package of tax 
hikes on the middle class—a historic 
tax increase that affected every seg-
ment of American society. 

Promises made, promises broken. 
Mr. President, in 1995, this Congress 

has not forgotten our promise to the 
middle class. 

We have passed a budget that recog-
nizes, just as President Clinton did in 
1992, that working-class Americans 
have paid more than their fair share of 
taxes over the last 40 years. 

Families in 1950 sent just $1 of every 
$50 they earned to Washington, but 
families today are turning over $1 out 
of every $4. 

That is money they could have spent 
for a child’s education, health insur-
ance, groceries for an elderly parent, or 
something as simple as birthday pre-
sents and Christmas gifts. 

But instead, they are handing it over 
to the Washington bureaucrats, who 
spend it for them—often recklessly—in 
ways that often have no benefit at all 
to the folks who foot the Government’s 
bills. 

For more than 40 years, the only eco-
nomic and fiscal discipline exercised by 

Congress has come at the expense of 
the American taxpayers. 

The budget plan we will soon be send-
ing to the President is based on our 
deeply held belief that the weekly pay-
check is not the Government’s 
money—that families can spend their 
own money better than a Government 
that demands those dollars to spend on 
their behalf. 

We are certain that 250 million Amer-
icans, empowered to make their own 
spending decisions, will make better 
choices than Congress and the Presi-
dent could ever make for them. 

With our budget, Congress is dedi-
cating $245 billion to tax relief, the 
vast majority of which will go to work-
ing-class American families through 
the $500-per-child tax credit. 

The child tax credit means Min-
nesota families would get to keep $477 
million of their own dollars every year, 
to spend wherever they needed help the 
most. 

The $500-per-child tax credit would 
return $150 million annually to families 
in President Clinton’s own State of Ar-
kansas. And it would completely erase 
the tax liability for 38,411 Arkansas 
residents. 

Well, it has been nearly 4 years since 
that first campaign commercial in New 
Hampshire promised tax relief for the 
beleaguered middle class. An election 
is on the horizon, and once again, like 
the swallows returning to Capistrano, 
candidate Clinton is talking about cut-
ting taxes. 

He laid out the framework in his 
most recent State of the Union ad-
dress. He said: ‘‘I have proposed the 
middle-class bill of rights * * * It will 
give needed tax relief and raise in-
comes in both the short run and the 
long run, in a way that benefits all of 
us.’’ 

We say ‘‘welcome back aboard’’ to 
the President. We need President Clin-
ton with us as the budget process con-
tinues. He has a critical role as we 
move forward. 

We cannot enact our groundbreaking 
legislation without his signature. We 
cannot carry out the people’s agenda 
without the people’s President behind 
us. 

And President Clinton needs us, too. 
So we have prepared a budget that 
meets the objectives outlined at both 
ends of Pennsylvania Avenue. Yes, 
Congress and the President may dis-
agree about some of the specifics, but 
not our goals. 

The budget must balance. It must 
protect and preserve Medicare. It must 
restore hope to those who have been 
trapped in the welfare system. And it 
must cut taxes for the middle-class, 
with the same child tax credit Presi-
dent Clinton promised in 1992, and 
again this year. 

President Clinton considered family 
tax relief such a fundamental concept 
that he outlined it as a priority in that 
very first television ad of his Presi-
dential campaign. ‘‘Together we can 
put government back on the side of the 
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